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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This addresses the Amendment filed July 28, 2005. Claims 4, 7-9, 16-22, and 
27-34 have been cancelled. Currently pending claims 1-3, 5-6, 10-15, 23, 25-26, and 
35 are all currently amended. Claim 36 is newly added. Applicant's intentions with 
regard to Claim 24 are unknown. In Applicant's discussion of the Amendment, the claim 
is not noted as withdrawn or cancelled, however the claim has been cancelled in the 
listing of claims. Currently amended Claims 25 and 26 depend from cancelled Claim 24 
and will be assumed to depend from Claim 23 for purposes of completing a thorough 
examination, however, they must be corrected or cancelled. Claims 1-3,5-6,10-15,23, 
25-26, and 35-36 are treated herein. 

Pertaining to the objection to the Specification in the previous action: 

In the prior Office Action the disclosure was objected to because of the following 
informalities: In the Brief Description of the Drawings, Figure 4 was inaccurately 
described. Applicant failed to make appropriate corrections and did not address this 
objection in the reply. Please take appropriate actions to correct the specification. 

The Examiner takes this opportunity to note that in addition to the above, 
reference numbers 24, 42, and 300, included in the detailed description of Fig.4, are not 
indicated in the drawing figure itself. 
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Pertaining to Claim Objections in the previous action: 

Claims 7, 9, 14, 23, and 26 were objected to in the prior action. Claims 7 and 9 
have been cancelled. Claims 14, 23, and 26 have been amended for clarity, and the 
Examiner agrees that these amendments have obviated the objections. 

Pertaining to Claim Rejections under 35 USC 112 in the previous action: 

Claims 4, 27, and 28 were rejected in the previous office action. Claims 4, 27, 
and 28 have been cancelled. 

Pertaining to Claim Rejections under 35 USC 101 in the previous action: 

Claims 27 and 28 were rejected under 35 USC 101 in the previous office action. 
Claims 27 and 28 have been cancelled. 

Response to Arguments 

Pertaining to Claim Rejections under 35 USC 102(b) in the previous action: 

Applicant's arguments, see Remarks, filed July 28, 2005, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-3, 15, 23, and 35 under 35 USC 102(b) have been fully 
considered and are persuasive in light of amendments to the claims. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made under 35 USC 103(a) overTriggs (Paper #042705, GB 2,329,488 A) 
in view of Krishan (Paper #042705, US 6,442,529 B1). 
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With regard to claims 1-3, 15, 23, and 35, Applicant acknowledges that Triggs 
discloses provider computers, servers, user computers, a remote database, information 
stored in the remote database by providers under subject headings, and users 
accessing the information using the subject headings to find the address of the 
information sources provided by the providers. Applicant does not acknowledge that 
Triggs discloses the connection of these various elements through a computer network 
such as the internet (see at least abstract, page 1 lines 1-5). Applicant then argues that 
Triggs 

"does not disclose operating a network portal interface including, among 
other things, initiating construction of the network portal interface upon each 
instance that at least one user interface device requests to access the network 
portal interface, as claimed by Applicant in amended independent claim 1." 

However, given that Triggs discloses user computers, provider computers, servers, 

remote databases, and information in a remote database being accessed through a 

network by users using user computers and by providers using provider computers, it is 

incontrovertible that the information must be accessed by way of a network portal. 

Likewise, the only way to gain useful access to the information retrieved through the 

portal would be to display that information via a network portal interface. These terms 

are simply to broad to allow for any more narrow understanding. Triggs could not 

possibly function without operating a network portal interface. Additionally, Triggs 

discloses users accessing the database and obtaining a list of available subject 

headings (see at least page 2 lines 14-19). This list is produced each time the user 

requests access and is clearly not a permanent presence on the interface. This is 

demonstrated by the polling of information sources to determine if they are still active, 
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the user computer being arranged to request new or updated information, and keyword 
searching headlines in the database (see at least page 3 lines 10-19). Since a new list 
must necessarily be constructed with each access to request information, the Triggs 
disclosure requires that a network portal interface be constructed each time. 
Applicant further argues that Triggs 

"does not disclose a network portal interface, in addition to a dynamic service 
provider database and at least one user interface device, wherein the at least 
one user interface device accesses the network portal interface, which 
stands between the at least one user interface device and the dynamic service 
provider database." 

The user interface device is of course inherent, or there would be no way for the user to 
access the information produced by the network portal interface. In other words, the 
user could not use the invention without a user interface device. It is not entirely clear 
whether Applicant alleges the absence of a dynamic service provider database in 
Triggs. Applicant defines the dynamic service provider database as a database of 
providers that have self-selected their inclusion in the database. Triggs discloses a 
database of providers that have self-selected their inclusion in the database (see at 
least abstract, page 1 lines 33-36, page 2 lines 10-13, 23-25, 34-38). Given that the 
user and the database are connected through (and separated by) a network, it is clear 
that the arrangement requires the network portal interface to stand between the user 
interface device and the dynamic service provider database. It is also clear that there 
must be an active interaction between the network portal interface and the dynamic 
service provider database in order to obtain the requested information retrieved from the 
database and produce it to the user interface. 
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Applicant argues that his network portal accesses a fixed service provider 
database including a listing of providers that the network portal has selected for 
inclusion, and that it displays a link on the network portal interface in association with 
service providers from the fixed database. Applicant argues correctly that Triggs does 
not disclose a network portal interface that displays links in association with a fixed 
service provider database. 

Triggs teaches a network portal constructed by accessing a database of service 
providers and displaying keyword service links on the portal interface in connection with 
the service providers as noted above and under the 102(b) rejection in the previous 
office action. Triggs also teaches a) displaying only links of selected providers, b) the 
natural ability of portals to restrict providers' ability to get their information referenced, 
and c) displaying keyword service links in association with selected providers. Triggs, 
however, does not disclose a network portal interface that displays links in association 
with a fixed service provider database. Krishan teaches a network portal interface that 
displays links in association with a fixed service provider database (see at least 
abstract, Figs. 1A and 1B, column 2 lines 46-54). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
network of Triggs to include a network portal interface that displays links in association 
with a fixed service provider database as taught by Krishan in order for the portal to 
assert greater control over the network while facilitating commerce between the users 
and providers on the portal. 
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Consequently, Triggs in view of Krishan discloses a reconstructed network portal 
interface in which keyword service links associated with both a dynamic service provider 
database and a fixed service provider database are both displayed on the network 
portal interface. Therefore, claims 1-3 and 35 continue to be rejected. Claims 5 and 6 
are rejected over Triggs in view of Newman (Paper #042705, US Pub. No. 
2002/0069176) and further in view of Krishan. 

With regard to claim 15, to the extent Applicant's arguments differ from those 
discussed previously, Applicant argues that Triggs does not disclose, "the database 
being separate from the network portal and independent from the network portal 
interface...." 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. It is not clearly understood what relationship Applicant intends 
to describe between the database and the network portal and network portal interface. 
The specification as originally filed does not disclose the database "being separate" 
from the network portal. Some form of relationship must exist between the database 
and network portal in order for the invention to function. If this merely refers to a 
physical separation in space between the elements, or to the fact that they are separate 
elements, this does not add anything to the disclosure, and is inherent in both Triggs 
and in the Applicant's previous claims. This is essentially the same as the discussion 
with regard to the database being "independent from the network portal interface." The 
database's function can be seen as independent of the network portal, yet they do 
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interact as part of the overall function of the present invention, as well as in Triggs. To 
the extent that this is disclosed in the specification as originally filed, Applicant discloses 
the dynamic database potentially being maintained by an independent third party. This 
is certainly possible, and it is not new matter, however, the dynamic database is self- 
selecting. Therefore, the party that maintains the database is merely a custodian. 
Because it has no functional role in the method the party's identity is nonfunctional 
descriptive matter and cannot distinguish the present application from the prior art. 
Regardless, this intended meaning is not clear from the language in the claim. Finally, 
the previously discussed disclosure in Triggs easily encompasses claim 15 regardless 
of the identity of the parties that physically possess each of the elements in the network. 
Applicant argues, 

"Triggs does not disclose a system including a network portal interface that 
comprises... a controller configured to direct construction of the network portal 
interface upon each instance of access to the network portal interface by the at 
least one user interface device," 

As it is clear that Triggs discloses construction of the network portal interface 
upon each instance of access to the network portal interface by the user device, there 
must also be a controller to direct such construction. Clearly the construction is 
controlled as it needs to be responsive to the users requirements. Uncontrolled 
construction would simply not meet the purpose for the existence of the invention 
disclosed by Triggs. 

With regard to claim 23, the substantive elements of Applicant's arguments are 
addressed with regard to previous arguments discussed above. 
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On page 14 of Applicant's remarks, it is argued that claims 1,15, 23, and 35 are 
patentable and allowable over Matsui and/or Smart. Discussion of these references is 
not understood as these references are currently not in issue in this examination. If 
Applicant wishes the references to be considered, Applicant should file a proper 
Information Disclosure Statement. 37 CFR 1.98. 

Claims 1-3, 15, 23, 35 and 36 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) over Triggs 
(Paper #042705, GB 2,329,488 A) in view of Krishan (Paper #042705, US 6,442,529 
B1) as discussed above. 

Pertaining to Rejections under 35 USC 103(a) in the previous office action : 

Claims 5, 6, 10-14, and 25-26 are now rejected over Triggs (Paper #042705, GB 

2,329,488 A) in view of Krishan (Paper #042705, US 6,442,529 B1) as discussed 

above, and further in view of Newman (Paper #042705, US Pub. 2002/0069176) as 

discussed in the previous office action. 

With regard to Claim 10, Applicant's arguments do not substantively differ from 

those discussed previously. As discussed above, Triggs discloses an active network 

portal and network portal interface. 

According to Applicant's Remarks and the listing of claims, Claims 4,7-9,16-22, 

and 27-34 have been cancelled. In the body of Applicant's remarks, however, Applicant 

proceeds to include Claims 4, 7-8, 16-22, 24 (also see above), 27, and 28 in arguments. 

Cancelled claims have not been considered in this office action. 
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Specification 

The specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting 
any errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: In the Brief 
Description of the Drawings, Figure 4 is inaccurately described. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: reference numbers 24, 42, and 300, included in the detailed description of 
Fig.4, are not indicated in the drawing figure itself. Corrected drawing sheets in 
compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should 
include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if 
only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of 
an application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 

indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 

matter which applicant regards as the invention. It is not clearly understood what 

relationship Applicant intends to describe between the database and the network portal 

and network portal interface. The specification as originally filed does not disclose the 

database "being separate" from the network portal. Some form of relationship must 

exist between the database and network portal in order for the invention to function. If 

this merely refers to a physical separation in space between the elements, or to the fact 

that they are separate elements, this does not add anything to the disclosure. The 

database's function can be seen as independent of the network portal, yet they do 

interact as part of the overall function of the present invention. To the extent that this is 

disclosed in the specification as originally filed, Applicant discloses the dynamic 

database potentially being maintained by an independent third party. This is certainly 

possible, and it is not new matter, however, the dynamic database is self-selecting. 

Therefore, the party that maintains the database is merely a custodian. Because it has 

no functional role in the method the party's identity is nonfunctional descriptive matter 

and cannot distinguish the present application from the prior art. Regardless, this 

intended meaning is not clear from the language in the claim. 



Application/Control Number: 09/781 ,654 
Art Unit: 3625 



Page 12 



2. Claims 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. These claims depend from Claim 
24. Claim 24 has been cancelled. Therefore it cannot be determined what applicant 
regards as his invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 15, 23, 35 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Triggs (Paper #042705, GB 2,329,488 A) in view of Krishan 
(Paper #042705, US 6,442,529 B1). 

Triggs discloses a network portal constructed by accessing a database of service 
providers that have self-selected their inclusion into the database (see at least p. 1 ; line 
25 - p. 2 line 13). Triggs further discloses: 

• accessing the portal with a network-capable computing device : (see at least 
p. 1; line 25 - p. 2 line 16); creating a communication connection between the 
service provider and the service provider database (see at least p. 1 ; line 25 - 
p. 2 line 13). 

• displaying keyword-service links on the network portal : in association with 
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the service providers; viewing a list of available services on the network portal 
(see at least p. 2 lines 14-19; p. 3 lines 16-19). 

• displaying a link on the network portal for activation bv a user : to connect to 
the service provider; selecting a service for access by the user; invoking a 
service location to connect the user interface to the service provider and 
permit user access to the selected service (see at least p. 2 lines 17-21). 

• displaying at least one criteria function : for permitting a user to specify further 
criteria for selecting a group of service providers from the first service provider 
database (see at least p. 2 lines 17-21; p. 3 lines 16-22; p. 4 lines 30-36; p. 5 
lines 19-27). 

• accessing a database of service providers : displaying a service document on 
the user interface providing information on the type and manner of service 
provided by a service provider; in association with keywords; creating a list of 
keywords that represent the service provided and inserting the keyword list 
into the service document (see at least abstract; (see at least p. 2 lines 22-33; 
p. 3 line 37- p. 4 line 6). 

• submitting type of service keywords displayed on the network portal to the 
first service provider database for matching with types of services offered by 
service providers in the first service provider database (see at least p. 3 lines 
16-22, p. 5 lines 14-27); retrieving from the first service provider database a 
list of service providers that match the type-of-service keywords (see at least 
p. 5 lines 14-27) 
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• insuring that the service document is up-to-date prior to its inclusion into the 
service provider database: (see at least p. 2 lines 22-26; p. 3 lines 4-15). 

Triggs teaches a network portal constructed by accessing a database of service 
providers and displaying keyword service links on the portal interface in connection with 
the service providers as noted above and under the 102(b) rejection in the previous 
office action. Triggs also teaches a) displaying only links of selected providers, b) the 
natural ability of portals to restrict providers' ability to get their information referenced, 
and c) displaying keyword service links in association with selected providers. Triggs, 
however, does not disclose a network portal interface that displays links in association 
with a fixed service provider database. Krishan teaches a network portal interface that 
displays links in association with a fixed service provider database (see at least 
abstract, Figs. 1A and 1B, column 2 lines 46-54). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
network of Triggs to include a network portal interface that displays links in association 
with a fixed service provider database as taught by Krishan in order for the portal to 
assert greater control over the network while facilitating commerce between the users 
and providers on the portal. 

Pertaining to system Claim 23 and computer readable medium Claims 35 and 36 
Rejection of Claims 23,35 and 36 is based on the same rationale as noted 
above. 

Claims 5,6, 10-14, 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Triggs (GB 2329488 A) in view of Krishan (Paper #042705, US 
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6,442,529 B1), and further in view of Newman (Paper #042705, US Pub. 
2002/0069176). 

Triggs teaches a network portal constructed by accessing a database of self 
selected service providers and displaying keyword service links on the portal in 
connection with the service providers as noted above and under the 102(b) rejection in 
the previous office action. Krishan further teaches service providers exclusively 
selected by the network portal and having a fee-for-display contractual arrangement 
with the network portal (see at least abstract; Figs. 1A and 1B; column 1 lines 46-54; 
column 6 lines 18-20). Triggs in view of Krishan also teaches a) displaying only 
keyword service links of predetermined types, b) where those types are based on 
previous choices of the user, c) where those choices are made through the 
presentation of criteria to the user or through the use of keywords and key word 
searches, d) services being accessed through the portal by the user, and e) a fixed 
service provider database in addition to a dynamic service provider database. Triggs 
in view of Krishan, however, does not teach the set of predetermined types having 
been purchased by a user in a fee for service arrangement with the portal; displaying 
only keyword-service links matching a set of predetermined user preferences; and 
arranging for fee for service payment for selected services through a user account 
associated with the network portal and based on a predetermined arrangement 
between the user and the network portal. Newman teaches the set of predetermined 
types having been purchased by a user in a fee for service arrangement with the portal 
(see at least abstract; p. 2, 0018). Newman further teaches: 
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• displaying only keyword-service links matching a set of predetermined user 
preferences : comparing each keyword-matched service provider against a set 
of predetermined user profile criteria; displaying links to user-profile matched 
services offered by the service providers; determining whether the type and 
number of service providers matches the user profile criteria (see at least 
abstract; p. 2, 0018; Fig. 4A), and 

• arranging for fee for service payment for selected services through a user 
account associated with the network portal and based on a predetermined 
arrangement between the user and the network portal: (see at least p. 2, 
0026). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the network of Triggs in view of Krishan to include a fee for 
service arrangement as taught by Newman in order to derive financial benefit from the 
network while providing ease of use and facilitating commerce between the users and 
providers of the portal. 
Pertaining to system Claims 25. 26 

Rejection of Claim 25, 26 is based on the same rationale as noted above. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adam Levine whose telephone number is 571.272.8122. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:30-5:00 Eastern. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn W. Coggins can be reached on 571.272.7159. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



273-8300. 



Adam Levine 
Patent Examiner 
December 12, 2005 




